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ABSTRACT - ' 

The authors contend that the personality caistruct of 
"Machiavellianism" should be of concern to communication researchers 
because of its implicit relationship xto the process of persuasion. 
Two studies are reported which investigate the relationship between 
the Machiavellian personality and two variables in the persuasive 
process : source credibility and message type. The first experiment 
tested several contradictions in the relationship between 
Machiavellian personality typa and the perception of credibility. 
Results indicated that indiv^claal personality differences did result 
in differential perceptions of source credibility. The second 
experiment tested interaction between message type 
(Factual-Emotional) and credibility in inducing attitude change in 
subjects with high and low Machiavellian traits. Results indicated 
that standard persuasion theories are most useful in predicting 
behavior of those with low Machiavellian traits, particularly with 
respect to source credibility. For those of high Machiavellian 
traits, however, a redefinition of the effects of source credibility 
is perhaps needed. (Author/RN) ^ - > — " 
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CREDIBILITY, RERSUASIBILITY, AND THE' 
PERCEPTION OF MACHIAVELLIANISM 



Communication researchers have long been concerned with the relationship 
between personality variables, source peirception, and message encoding in the 
process of persuasion (see, for example. Hurt & Weaver 1972; and Miller and 
Lx)be, T967). Generally, these studies have focused their attention on either 
authoritarianism (specifically, social prejudice) or dogmatism and cognitive 
rlgidlity. While both of tfie personality "types" do have an effect on subjects' 
encoding behavior and the perception of source credibility^ both of these 
personal^ty-yjari:ab1es are^ b^ Pt . 

; behavi n^ ^:Kart any s p^ t or "i n^ gersuasi ve^^ tuart 

is difficuU to define.* this is due parti a^^ 

of authori tariani^^^nckdogn^ and : i 

to the Tii^h^^ 

constructs^ Cf or an exceil^nt^ummar^ p1^^ A^65). 
- Recently, Christie and Geiss (1970) published a text which represented 
several years of research attempting; 
of a person aXlty cons fer^ -Machj^jgoanism-/^ 

acti ons . The measu rement of Machi aye 1 1 i an i sm has s i gni f i cant "impi i c^^^^ for 
Communi cation research: rela^^^^^ for two reasons : (^ ) 

the Machiavellian scales are relatively "unbound" to other personality mea^^^^^^ 
and have been constructed so >S ;tp r^ 
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*Hurt & Weaver .( 1 972) fbund^ that although there were^i gni f i cant di f f erences 

between the encoding behayior of high andlow prejudiced subjects, the difference 

could only be attributed to a; few of the prejudiced subjects w 

"encoding scores" that they tended to severly; decrease the to^taT rnean "encodi ng 

score " of the pre j udi wd g roup • An exami na t i on lof t he; va r i ance accounted for by 

the dogmatiism variable in the other studies cited\above^^^^T^^^^ 

contlusipnv:^ V \ - : _ ^ : 



characteristics" present in adrninistrations of other personality scales 
(Christie and Geiss, 1970); (2) the construct of Machiavellianism is 
specifically related to the process of persuasion; of mani^julating others 
in interpersonal encounters. This fact is not, however, clear from the 
research published to date deaTing with Machiaveliianismi A summary of this 
research compiled by Christie and Geiss (1970) indicated that this is so , and 
that no clear-cuc attitude change studies have been designed to test this 
relationship. . ■ \ ^ 

Given the impl i ed rel a tionship between Machi avel 1 i anism: and persuasion , 
and the lack of empirical evidence to support this implication, the present 
study was designed to assess the interactive effects between Machiavellianism 
and two variables of the persuasive process on attitude change. 

The first of two variables in the persuasive process of concern was source 
credibility. Christie and Geiss reported the results of research which lead to 
a tentative conclusion that high Machiavellians remained relatively unaffected, 
in terms of behavior or attitude change, by contacts with high status others. 
If high status can in any way be equated with high credibility, and research 
by Norman (1963) indicated that it can be, then these results were directly 
contradictory to much previous research relating to credibility effects 
(Hovland and Weiss, 1953; Greenburg and Miller, 1966). 

While this is an interesting contradiction, the reason for it is relatively 
clear. Status, in the Machiavellian studies, was defined on the base of source 
and subject rol e differences ; that is, credi bility was defined. by the experimenters 
on an a- priori basis. Factor-analytic research by Berlo (1971) and McCroskey (1971) 
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indicated that such a-prlorl judgments are often, at best, inaccurate and 

that the credi bi 1 i ty of any source Is due in 1 arge part to the percepti ons 

of the receivers. Given then, that the operational definitions of credibility 

in the Machiavellian studies may have lacked construct vaTi the first 

part of this study was devoted to asking the following question: 

QI : What differences, ir^^^ — 
factor structures of the r^^ 
: low Machi^veTlianism subjects to high and Tow 

• - crediblje sources? ^ * 

A second, and intriguing part pt this fir question emerges. Since 

cr^dibi^j ty of 

o^er^ h(^ 1 jJan^^rciliAre t^^^m pulstiye^e^ 

iavellianism) of a source who he has definied as being credible? An interesting 

contradiction* occurs here. If a subject is Machi avellian, then he has probably 

dgreed with an item similar to this one: " - ' .," 



: something unless it is useful to do so 

and disagreed with an item similar to this one: 7 : 

. : :^ : V : There is no excuse for lying to someone else.* 

V, J: . Since credibility represents social power--the ability to affect the 
behavior of others—and Machiavellianism is a tendency to exercise social 
control, how would a Machiavellian subject perceive a high credible 



*These items are taken from the MACH IV (Likert scale) version of the 
Machiavellian scale (Chri stie and Geiss, 1970). . ^ ' 



source's responses to these items? If he says the source would disagree 
with the first, and agree with the second, he is saying that^ the source has 
high credibility but little manipulative control nn communicative encounters, 
which is not consistent with a high credible evaluation! On the other hand, 
if he perceived the credible source as responding to these items similar to 
a Machiavellian response, then he is in effect contradicting the general 
sense of the term "credibility" which' has traditionally^ in social 

mores such as "honesty" and "character" • CoJisequehtly, this contradiction was 
investigated by attempting to answer the following question: 

QI|^: What is the extent and direction of the relationship 

" ^^betv^CT 

/ ^ ; :^ perc^^ 

S V ^ ^ for high and low Machiavellian subjects and high and 

It i s, of course, quite possible that a Machiavellian subject reduces 

^he^^edi bin Tti^-yMs^^ ^incong|ruiJ;y^b>^ 
Vcredi wn i^y^jand^Qci^^ 

find a high credible source to be honest, competent, and dynamic, but totally 
UiKaWer^p control other in copiunicatiA^e^nco^ , 
findi ngs reported above which indicates; hi gh Machi avell lans are 1 ittl e affect^^^ 
pdsiiive^ or negative^ peiy:eption^ 



*For low Machiavellian Ss, the predictions would follow a standard persuasion 
model : a negat i ve 1 i near r elat i on s hi p fetween per ce i y ed Mach i ayel 1 i an i sm f o r 
jTow cre^i b1e:^urces ^ and ^-negative ^1 iiear^re ble : 7^ 

source^.- > / " ^ ' ^ / - -^^^^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 
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fonowing question was posed: 



QI : Does perceived Machi aval 11^^^ 

certain coinmunicative behaviors* in encounters 
with others (sources) than high credibility for 
" high Machiavelliaji sub jert^ , V 

The second portion of this study was ^c^^^^ with message variables, 

and the interaction of these variables with source credibility. Christie 

and Geiss (1970), in describing the Machiavellian, argue^^^^^^ 

were not as easily affected by the emotional, "irrational "^^e 

personal relationships, as are low Mach^^ These "irrational elements'* 

included not only perceptions of status and credibility, but also message type. 

J^istie aj^ 

"fac tuflul ^ppe^ whereas^ h tavellyi ain ^ wecre^ uadejdh ^ : 

by "emotionally" based appeals. Geiss (1972) reports, however, that neither of 

thesiB^ssymptipr^ al)iyg^^ - 

/ ^^vlMref^^ 

with testing the following hypotheses: ' 



^I^: ^E High^athi^ 

: - : j:r^^ ty^jdimen]nj[>^ " 
^ ^ jrttlPtude/change^ MwiTl^b^r^^ gni 

HIj^: " 

wilT bejotrtaOfned^^^ 

gnaj appeal s^^n^producin^ 
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*A discuss i on: of - techn i ques f or meas urin^^^^^ t hes e behaviors is wi t hhel d un t iT 
the section dealing with METHODS. ^ 

**THe results of the test of this hypotheses will also yield further 
information regarding Question I . 



PROCEDURES 
Experiment I 

Subjects , Subjects were 250 students enroll ed in Introductory 
Cornmunicatipn and Political Science courses 

Experimental Material : All of the S£ received a questionnaire book^^ 
containing 3 copies of the MACH IV (Likert version) personality inventory 
for measuring MachiayelTianism, two semantic-differential type instruments 
containing 53 scales used by McCrps key (1971) for measuring evaluations of = 
:a hi gh credi bl e source /(George McGovern ) and a lo^^^ e source (Governor 

fearge Wallace)* and t^^^^^ 

by McC ^os key ( 1 9J1 ); t^^^ ot he r^kii^^^ icatfl ve i n teract j oris: With 

those sources, y^ources^were counterb^lalnced^o^ac^ 



MethoG s; The subjects were requested' to complete the first MACH IV scale 
1 n terms^ gf^ their own agreement or disagreement wfth,^ach it^^ ; Thi ^subject s^ 
evaluated each^pf^^i^ sources :ys1ngM;h^ 

to ther4 '^commuhiicativ^inter^^ source.^^SijWects 
^^er^; then requestedvto^espon 

which they believed each of the sources would respond to it. . * 

Factor Analysis of the^CredibiTil^ i^ the MACH IV scales 

were rank-ordered arici ,foll owing a recdmmendatibn\^y Chris^^^^^^^ a 



*Pre-testing has indicated that t^^ 

be high and low credi ble for people similar tp//^^^ used in this study. 



median split was made using the distribution of obtained MAGH scores. The • 
responses of 50 Ss were eliminated due to their failure to properly complete 
the questionnaires. The, remaining Ss whose MACH scores were equal to or 
greater than the median value of 101.5 were considered high MachiavelTians 
(HM, n = 100) and those whose scores fell below the median were considered 
low Machiavellians (LM, n = 100). 

_ The credibility evaluations of both sources for the HM and LM Ss were 
then separately submitted to principle axis and yarimax rotations. The 
program stopped the rotation^ when fewer than two items had their highest 

^abl^s^/^nd;^Jpi^ 
the HM and LM Ss. Due to the relatively small size of the sample it was 
decided that to load on any factor, each specific item would have to have a 
loading of: ^ . 70 on t 

As can be seen in Table I the analysis of the HM data yielded three dimensions 
of credibility for both sources: Competence, Dynamism and Composure. These 
three factors accounted for 65 percent of the vari ability in credibil ity 
evaluations.* The loadings on the primary factors were quite high while the 
loadings on the other dimensions were relatively low. Although several scales 
appeared to cluster together on what might feasibly be called a Trustworthiness 



♦The data presented in these two tables represents a compression of the Ss' 
responses to both sources. If the same 4 items, for example, loaded on the 
same factor for both sources, the lowest item loadings were reported. The same 
Is true for factor variance and total variance. Where different items loaded 
for the two sources, the differences were indicated in parentheses. Thus, in 
Table I, the item nervous-poised (HC) means that that item loaded on the 
Composure factor for the high credible source only. 
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.dimension,* none of these scale' loadi»}gs met the minimum requirements fcV 
consideration as loading on a prime factor. In addition, the scale nervoiiS' - 
poised had a high loading on the Dynamism factor for the low credible source 
and a high loading on the Composure factor for the high credible source. 

Table I About Here 

table II presents the rotated credibility factor structures obtained from 
the LM Ss. In this case, four credibility factors were defined: Competence, 
Dynamism ,vecmpp^^^^^ 

percent of the variability in LM credibility evaluations. Once again, all of 
the scales had relatively high loadings on the primary factors, although the 
scales nervous-poised and cruel-kind loaded on the Composure and Trustworthiness 
factors respectively for only the low credible source, ; - ^^^^ 

V ^ > ; Table II About Here ^ 



Having obtained the results of the factor analyses, mean evaluations were 
computed on each of the obtained factors for MM and LM Ss to insure that the 
hi gh and low credi bl e sources had been appropri ately percei ved. The resul ts 
summarized In Table III indicate that the hoped-for credibility evaluations 
were in fact achieved. 



*These items were bad-good , rel iable-unrel i able , and undepen dab 1 e-responsi bl e . 
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Table III About Here 

Relationship Between Perceived Machiaveniahism and Credibility ! ^ 

In order to determine the extent and <ji rection of any relationship 
between perceived Machiavellianism and source credibi J ity,correlatioh - 
coef f i cien ts were computed between each of the dimensions of credi bil i ty and 
the perceived source MACH evaluations obtained from vthe HM and LM Ss. These 
results are summarized in Table IV. 



Table IV About Here 



_ Por the HM Ss there was a positive relationship between perceived mCH 
scores and each of the credibility dimensions for the source, George McGovern. 



The d^ from the LM Ss, on the other hand, ^"revealed a negative relationship 
between perceived MACH scores and source credibility for the same source. In 
: other words, perceptions of Machiavellianism in the source increased with 
increases in credi bil ity evaluations by the HM Ss, but decreased under the same 
conditions for the LM Ss. - ; • 

'^o'^ the low credible source (George Wallace) the relationship between 
source MACH and credibility evaluations attained significance for two of the 
three credibility dimensions responded to by HM Ss. The correlation between 
MACH evaluations and the Competence dimension did not achieve significance. 



r 
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A negative relationship was obtained between MACH source evaluations and 
the dimensions of Competence and Trustworthiness when LM Ss evaluated the 
source, George Wallace. There were positive correlations with the Dynamfsm 
and Composure dimensions. 

The mean MACH source evaluations by both groups of Ss is shown in Table V 
V. The directions of the correlations discussed above are further demonstrated 
by:the pattern of these MACH evaluations. ! : >^ 



table y About Here 



— - 



ReTatibhships Among-the bmniuni cation InteractidK^^ and Sources MACH and ^ 

Credibility Evaluations; ^ : - y ■ : - ; ; 

: Tabl^^^^^^ 

credibility dimensions and the 4 Interaction scales. For the high credible 
source, the pattern of the correlations for LM Ss was not markedly deviant 
from that which had been expected. In general, the higher the credibil ity 
on any one dimension the higher were the responses to the 4 Interacti on scales. 
For the low credible source, however, the data from the LM Ss indicated 
significant negative relationships between Dynamism and two of the Interaction 
scales. A third negative correlation did not reach significance. . 
; The data from the HM Ss revealed- positive relationships between credibili ty 
dimensions and the Interaction scales for both sources, and so while It might 
appear initially that differences in credibility evaluations might not effect 
subsequent interactions with sources for the HM Ss, the highest of the correl- 
ations (.54) explains little more than 25 percent of the total variance in 
responses to that item. .? • 
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Table VI About Here 



The relationships between source MACH evaluations and the -.c 
scales are summarized in Table VII. For the high credible source, analysis 
of the LM Ss responses revealed negative correlations between MACH .evaluations 
and the four scales. The same is true for the HM Ss, with the exception of 
the information seeking scale, whose correlation with the MACH evaluations 
did not reach significance. 

In the case of the low credible spurcer^the samtT patterns of relationships 
are present- 2xcept: that in generaT the correlation ^end^tOibe^^^^^^ : 
magnitude and two of them (LM, Opinjpn ; and HM, Xommunfcator) were not sign^ 



Table VII 



Hare 



The most significant finding of this first study is the fact that 
indi vidual differences did result in differential perceptions of source 
credibility. Unlike the LM Ss, Trustworthiness was not a significant 
dimension of credibility for HM Ss. The general izability of this last 
statement, however, is tempered by two factors: 

1) Due to the fact that data was available on only 200 Ss, it was 
necessary to level Ss on the basis of a median split of the distribution of 
Ss MACH scores. This tends to result in some "fuzziness" of responses of the 
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Ss located near 'Nr ^ed^n. Nonetheless, the relatively conservative 
restriction of e \jrmciry fdctor loading for any one item of 2! .70 did 
result in two sets of credibility factor structures accounting for large 
percentages of the totaT variation of credibility evaluations for both sets 
of Ss. It is quite possible, however, that had this restriction not been 
imposed a Trustworthiness dimension might have been obtained for the HM Ss 
as well. Nevertheless, it is intuitively compelling to hypothesize the 
obtained credibility factor structure for the HM Ss, For the Machiavellian, 
people tend to be perceived as objects to be manipulated. Consequently, if 
the HM thinks off a successful; w a persuasive 

i n te rac t i on as ha v i n g a man i pu 1 a t i v e goal , then t her e v i sm o n eces sa ry reason 
toVexpect the source to Vbe honest Pisrhaps seal es~ wRi ch ta^^^^^^^^ 
p onmatismh dim^^ 

Machiavellian j^eive^^^ ^ v ; : 

/: - 2) The absence of a Trustworthiness dimens^^ taken to ^ 

impl y that HM Ss do not trust persons: with who^^^ nteract.v The absence " 
of perceived trustworthiness and feelings of distru$t are two separate concepts. 
More research is needed to assess What effect^ concept has 

oh ^;Ss in persjjasiA^ - v\ 

V: The rel ationships beWeen perceived source Machi avel 1 ianism and credi- 
bi Ti ty rati ngs are equal ly of interes tv In general , for the HM Ss , the hi gher 
the crisdibility evaluations the higher the perceived spu^^ MACH score.' This 
same relationship hoWs for the low credible source. The LM Ss on the other 
hand, perceived a negative relationship between credibility and source MACH 
evaluations. Again, this is not particularly deviant from any expectancies 
'derived from the theory of the Machiavellian personality. 
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More specific Inquiry into the effects of credibility and source 
Machiavellianism on subsequent conmuni cation interactions also support the 
generalizations made above. For the HM Ss, either source Machiavellianism 
or credibility ought to predict roughly similar interaction evaluations, and 
the correlational data presented above would indicate that this is so. Given 
the size of the correlations presented in Table IV, however, we had expected 
higher correlations than those presented in Tables VI and VII. Part of the 
reason that these correlations did not reach their expected magnitudes is 
the fact that in both Tables VI and VI I the results were based on correlating 
either credibility or source MACH evaluations with a series of 4, one-item 
tests . Any one- item test has notoriously bad reliability and thi s probably 
contribu ted to the decreased magnitude of the correl atlons. ^ - : 

In Table VI it is also interesting to note that the LM Ss recorded two 
si gni f 1 cant negative correlations between Dynamism and the Information and 
Communicator Interaction Items. These results are consistent with speculations 
made by Berlo, Lemert, and Mertz (1969) who argued that if a source is perceived 
as not very credible on other dimensions of credibility but has a high Dynamism 
evaluation, this evaluation will tend to intensify the lower credibility rating. 
LM evaluations of the low credible source (Table III) further support this 
assumpti on. The most highly evaluated dimensi on for the source , George Wall ace , 
was Dynamism, followed closely by Composure. This latter dimension also resulted 
i n a .negative correl at ion with the Communi cator i tem, al though the magnitude of 
the correlation did not reach significance.. These results would tend to 
indicate that for the LM Ss , if a low credible source has relati vely high 
ratings on certain stylistic or behavioral components of credibility, then he 
is likely to be perceived as being more Machiavellian and thus even less reliable. 
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PROCEDURES 
Experiment II 

Subjects 

Ss were 120 students enrolled in Introductory Communication Courses in 
the Spring semester,. 1972. 

Experimental Materials - 

All of the Ss received test booklets containing one MACH IV scale, 
semantic differential-type instruments for measuring source credibility 
(using the appropriate factors obtained in Experiment I) and attitudes toward 
certain issues. : The/Scales used to measure these 
i ssues were good-bad > val uabl e-worthless > fairruhfairy and pleasaht^unplea^ 
The experimental issue selected for use in the final phase of this study was 
"The Present Marijuana Laws Ought to be Maintained." In addition, two hypo- . 
. thetical communicators were selected as the high and low credible sources. 
Th(^ hlgh^xredible source^W^^ 

jinari^uana; whcf, because ^ hi srlhten^^ dentil^i cartipn^wlthlst^ 
asked[ to serve on a nationaT^^^^^^ 

of marijuana. The low credible source was described as a man in his early 
thirties , and a high school graduate who had nevef been to college and who 
had never experimented with marijuana. ^ ^ V- 

- Once the experimental issue and the sources had been selected for use in 
the final phase of the study, two messages were constructed, varying only in 
the kind of evidence used to support their counterattitudinal positions. The 
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FACTUAL message type was defined in terms of appeals to outside objective 
information, such as statistics, research reports, and the like. The 
EMOTIONAL message type was defined in terms, of the degree of opinionated 
language used by the source, making references to his own feelings and 
attitudes about the issue, and appeals to social norms and mores. Following 
the postencoding of the messages Ss were asked to evaluate them on a Factual- 
Emotional scale. The mean evaluation of the Factual message was 6.27, and the 
mean evaluation of the Emotional message was 2.13, both means indicating that 
the messages had in fact been perceived as having the desired stylistic 
diff- rences. The messages themselves were approximately 7 minutes long. 
Attempts were made to equate both messages in terms of the numbers of the 
•two types of appeals. Thus, the Factual message had 8 references to objective 
data, while the Emotional message contained what were believed to be 8 
opinionated statements and appeals to group norms. 

Method : -/r :^ - ; V - --^ - > " ^ " - - 



Ss were levelled oh Machiavellianism by use of the median split procedure 
described in Experiment 1. The HM and LM Ss were then randomly assigned to 
one of four treatment conditions {high credible source, factual message; low 
credible source, emotional message; high credible source, emotional message; 
and low credible source, objective message) and a control group. Thus, the 
design of this study was a 2 X 2 X 2 factorial design, with Machiavellianism 
constituti ng the first factor. Message type the second., and Credibility the 
third. Fifteen Ss were assigned to each experimental group (N =120) with 
an additional 30 assigned to a Control group. 



iERlCi 



' • ' 16 

Four weeks following administration of the pretest questionnaire, Ss in 
each of the 4 experimental. groups heard a live speaker* deliver either the 
Factual or Emotional message after having: received the proper credibility 
induction proceeding his entry into the session. The same speaker was used 
in all cases. Ss were told that they were participating in an experiment 
designed to test the effects of channel differences and various kinds of ' 
speakers on interest in the message. Their group, they were told, was 
paKicipating in the live speak^er condition. Ss were further instructed 
that the posttest atti tude seal es described above were th^ 
analysis had indi ca ted ^ere ihe mos t riel i abl e fpfcmeasuH^ ^overall :i nterest : 
::in^a[ymessai^ ^: ^ ^^^^ \ /; 

Following postencoding of the message, Ss were given the scales used to 
meas ure a ttjtu^s;^ towsu^d ^^t 

all cases was the pre-encoding through postencodi ng attitude scores. After 
^he expierimental 1 ssu^ eivaluated^ ^tli^ ^ei^ debriefed and the real 

purpose of the; stLlcl)^ v^s^^ 
exposed to a messjagev:^iinpl^ 



% live speaker was used to control foe the differential effects oi^ channel 
vari ati ons on message encodi ng by HM and LM Ss. See H. T. Hurt,. "The 
Effects^^^ of Machiavellianism^^^ and 
Sati s f acti on Ra ti ngs Fol 1 owi ng E^posu *\ " 

UnpubTished Research Monogra^^^^^^ 
of Delaware, Newark, 
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, RESULTS 
Results of the analysis of variance of the attitude change data are 
summarized below. The .05 level of significance was required for all 
statistical tests. ^ • 

The analysis of variance yielded a significant main lef feet for 
Machiavellianism (F = 12.43, df =1/112), and three 2-way interactions 
between Machiavellianism and Credibility (F = 62.02, df = 1/112), Mach- 
iavellianism and Message Type (F =56.52^ df = 1/112), and Credibility 
and Message Type (F = 20.19, df = 1/112): In addition^ a significant 3-way 
interaction was obtained among each of the three independent variables 
(F =26.32, df = 1/112). Table VIII summarizes the mean attitude change 
scores for each of the experimental groups and the control group. Similarly, 
Figure 1 shows the pattern of the interactions by plotting the means for the 
HM and LM Ss across each of the\ credibility-message type groups. 

- Table VIII About Here 



Figure 1 About Here 



Use of Scheffe's test was made to further probe the location of simple 
( fects within the 3-way interaction. These results indicated significant 
differences between the means of the high credible groups of LM Ss versus the 
HM Ss. In the low credible, objective condition the mean attitude change for 
HM Ss was significantly greater than for the LM Ss. The reverse was true for 
the low credible, emotional group. V . 



ERIC 



18 

DISCUSSION 

Even a cursory examination reveals no support for Hypothesis I,. If 
is quite surprising that the greatest amount of attitude change for the HM 
Ss occurred in the low credible-objective message condition. The explanation 
for this apparently lied in the data obtained in Experiment I. Since HM Ss 
equated credibility with: source Machiavellianism to some extent, jt is possible 
that the HM Ss in this experiment expected the high credible source to be 
trying to manipulate them, regardless of the type of message used. This is 
not surpri sing, si nee data i ndi ca tes tha tr H^ tend to be notorious ly 
susprjcious^ (Ghrisrti fthe other^hand, tjle 

source was probably not;peircet^ 

Thi s fa c t , cou p 1 e d >/i t h t)i e b b j ec t i v e evidence: which was ap pa rent 1 y. ex tern al 
to the. source and not bound up Mn what would define as irreTevant aiy^ict 
temdtion^^ 

decision they made was based pn^^^^^ 
and not affected by the source Kim 

^tri pi ey/i nte racti dir.-^^^^^ ^ ^ ^ % v ^^^5 / ^/ ^ r 

The LM :5s did: not behave d^ 
I , or wha t wou I d have been p redi cted by pu r : p r i or kn^pwl edge of Machi a vel 1 i ani sm . 
Indeed , in both credibiTi ty cpndi tions ,^ much pre 

successfuT in inducing attitude change although svignifi cant ly mpre^ s^^^^^^ the 
high credible sourcfe^than^qr^the:^ow cjredlfble jsdi^^ : ; - 
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It would seem then, that standard persuasion theories are most useful 
in predicting the behavior of low ^WCH,Ss, particularly regarding the effects 
of source credibility. Apparently much more information and perhaps a 
redefinition W the effects of credibility on HM Ss is needed. Unfortunately^ 
there is no empirical data available which would indicate the percervtage of 
HM and LM listeners likely to be present in any given audience. 

The time is right for a new evaluation of the effects of individual 
differences on the validity of many of our theories of attitude change. 
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